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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to evaluate in terras of
standardized achievement test scores a continuous progress program
which included components in media, peer tutoring, paraprofessionals,
and parental involvement and a traditional, self-contained, basal
oriented language arts program for grades one, two and three.
Four school districts (parishes) located in different parts
of the State of Louisiana participated in the study supplying a
school as a developmental and test school and a comparison school as
a control school.

Standardized achievement tests were administered

to seven hundred fifty experimental students and three hundred ran
domly selected control students on a pretest-posttest basis.
Least squares multiple classification analysis of covariance
was used to analyze the reading and language scores with pretest scores
used as a covariant.

In addition to experimental and control grouping

to determine program effect, students were further subgrouped by sex
(male, female), race (black, white), place of residence (rural, urban),
and family income (high, low).
From an analysis of the data, the following conclusions were
drawn:
1.

The traditional program in language arts appeared to be

more beneficial in terms of achievement test scores than the indivi
dualized program.
2.

Race and sex were independent of program effects.

x

3.

For reading scores, the individualized program was least

ffective for students from families with low income.
4.

For language scores, the traditional program was most

ffective for students in urban schools.

Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

Several studies identified and reported the needs and
educational priorities of Louisiana.
(1)

Among these were:

The One Hundred Man Committee, a laymen's group
appointed in 1965 by State Superintendent of
Education, William J. Dodd, reported educational
needs and recommendations for curriculum improve
ment within the State's public school system in
its report, A Blueprint for Progress, 1966.

(2)

A report published in 1969 by the Public Affairs
Research Council, Improving Quality During School
Desegregation, discussed various facets of the
educational system in Louisiana and made recom
mendations for improvement.

(3)

Survey of the Educational Needs of Louisiana, 1970.
A report by the Research Division of Northwestern
State University, commissioned by Superintendent
William J. Dodd, assessed the educational needs of
Louisiana and determined hierarchically which of
these were most urgent.

Important commonalities emerging from these studies were (1)
the need for improved curricular programs in the skills of language
usage, especially reading, (2) the need for upgrading professional
1

2

competency of teachers through staff development programs, and (3) the
need to bring to bear educational forces such as more effective use of
paraprofessionals and parental education programs, to enhance, strengthen
and give power to these combined efforts.
In response to these studies and on the merits of a proposal
presented to the ESEA Title III Advisory Committee by a group of
educators from different parts of the state, the Louisiana State De
partment of Education through ESEA Title III funded the Communication
Skills Program: Primary Level.
The Program proposed to help each child to develop his ability
to speak and write clearly and fluently a socially acceptable form of
the English language which promotes the learning and expression of
ideas and information.

Long-range goals to achieve this purpose

included the development of (1) basic English language skills necessary
to understanding and communicating through both oral and written forms;
(2)

fluency of expression through the use and control of basic syntactic

patterns and signals; (3) rich and varied oral and written vocabularies
used effectively to receive and express information; and (4) a positive
self-image and creative intelligence.
Five specific components were developed initially in five
participating parishes: (1) Individualized and Personalized Instruction
in Communication Skills, St. Bernard Parish; (2) Utilization of Multimedia in Communications, Richland Parish; (3) Pairing for Tutoring,
St. Landry Parish; (4) Preparation of Professional Partners, Beauregard
Parish; and (5) Parental Involvement, Webster Parish.

Educators in a

school in each participating parish designed and tested the curricula
elements while simultaneously constructing a separate component of the

3

Program and preparing it for further testing in each of the five
parishes.
In each parish an elementary school was selected as the
experimental school and a comparable school as the control school.
Staff members from the Baton Rouge office of the Louisiana Educational
Laboratory served as the design and development team; and members of
the Louisiana State Department of Education served as coordinators for
the program.
Utilizing individualized diagnostic and instructional pro
cedures, teachers in the program determined the child's general
educational level and skills development.

They then prescribed an

individually-designed instructional program to meet the needs revealed
by diagnosis and reinforced the child's efforts with multimedia
materials, peer assistance, improved teacher-parent-child relationships,
and continuing education.
Individualized Instruction provided for the student measures
of his strengths and needs; it included a success-oriented instructional
program based on these measures and geared to his individual learning
style and rate; it contained self-evaluation of his own progress and
cooperative adjustment of his instructional program; and use was made
of instructional materials constructed to help him achieve his goals.
The component was designed to assist the teacher by making available
to her curriculum management guides.
In the component Utilization of Multimedia in Communications,
an attempt was made to bring the influence of technological develop
ments to the learning process by providing opportunities, learning
materials, instructional strategies, motivational processes, and

4

recognition of the teacher as a planner and creator.

Multimedia

materials were included to enrich, extend, clarify and reinforce
learning.
The program component Pairing of Students for Tutoring in
volved intergrade tutorial assistance and presented a new dimension in
the tutor-tutee relationship, that of helping the tutor through further
growth of his own abilities and skills, development of positive
attitudes and self confidence, discovery of new interests, and the
establishment of new life goals.
The Preparation of Professional Partners component was con
cerned with the need for more frequent interaction between adults and
child and the benefits from a low pupil-teacher ratio which required
the presence of more than one adult in a classroom.

The use of per

sonnel as aides to teachers in a professional partnership helped meet
these needs and demands.

This component included the development of

a training program having as its major objective the determination
of multiple roles for professional partners which resulted in signi
ficant help for pupils in reaching their educational goals.
The Parental Involvement Component emphasized the significant
influence of the home and community on the educational progress of
the child.

The purpose was designed to help parents groom and educate

themselves; to motivate their children toward constructive, useful
activities; and to encourage them to utilize out-of-school time to
support and extend the child's education.
There were many different opinions on the benefits provided
for children in an individualized program.

Evaluations and inter

pretations of results were confounded by the many directions

individualization had taken in the nation's schools.

It was anticipated

that this study, with an adequate statistical treatment of data, would
yield information pertinent to this problem.

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM
The problem was to determine if there was any difference
between the standard achievement test scores of students who used the
Louisiana Educational Laboratory Communication Skills Program and
students who continued to use the self-contained basal oriented
program of instruction traditional in the selected parishes and whether
the difference was related to grade, race, sex, family income, or
school-community setting.

Delimitation of the Study
The Language Arts classes in grades one, two, and three of
South Beauregard High School, Beauregard Parish; Leonville Elementary
School, St. Landry Parish; E. S. Richardson Elementary School, Webster
Parish; and Delhi Primary School, Richland Parish, comprised the ex
perimental population of seven hundred fifty students.
population consisted of three hundred students.

The control

Seventy-five students

from each control school in each of the four school systems were
randomly selected with an equal number chosen from each grade.

The

study commenced with the pretesting of the experimental and control
population in grades one, two and three during the third week of
September, 1973, and ended with the posttesting of the experimental and
control groups during the last week of March, 1974.

Importance of the Study
Though there have been efforts to evaluate separately the

effects of several factors Included in the program under study, no
research was found on the effects of a program using all components.
The extent to which differences were found suggested the need for
quantification in terms of several variables: number of years in
school, school-community setting, socio-economic factors, race and
sex.
The student population studied represented an identifiable
portion of the state's population.

The testing and analysis of

findings may be generalized with regard to both the dependent variables
(curriculum, mode of instruction, and support systems) and existing
independent variables (previous instruction, socio-economic levels,
community setting, sex and race).

It was hoped that the results of

the study would identify factors critical to raising achievement gains
in language and reading at the primary level and thus manifest direction
for educational practices in Louisiana during the latter decades of
the twentieth century.

Although there is no catholicon for resolving

all factors which impede learning, this study identified strengths in
instructional practices relative to societal variables and suggest
combinations of factors which affect students having particular common
characteristics.

Definition of Terms
Continuous Progress.

As used in this study, the mode of

instruction in the Communication Skills Program which utilized a
behaviorally stated continuum of skills, diagnostic tests to determine
the student's point of entry, self-paced activities, and criterionreferenced items for his demonstration of mastery.

Communication Skills Program.

The products and processes for

teaching the language arts bloc developed by the Louisiana Educational
Laboratory, which included an administrator's handbook and components
in curriculum, media, paraprofessional training, peer tutoring, and
parental involvement.
Low Income Students.

Those students from families having an

annual income (as determined by a questionnaire administered to parents
by each experimental and control school principal at the beginning of
the 1973-74 school session) at or below the amounts listed in the
following tables:
Family Size
Family
1
$
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
Each additional family member
Urban.

Annual Income
2,740
3,600
4,460
5,310
6,100
6,890
7,600
8,310
8,960
640

A school located within an incorporated city, town or

village of 2,500 population or more as determined from the United
States Census of 1970.
Rural. A school located in a town or village of less than
2,500 population as determined from the United States Census of 1970.

Chapter 2

REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE

In an effort to put this study in perspectivej it was necessary
to review literature concerned with continuous progress education,
nongraded instruction, and individualized learning.

While the topics

did not necessarily have the same meaning, certain commonalities were
found in each which related to the topic under investigation.

An

attempt was made to consider the topic from an historical view, as
well as from current observable and empirical findings.
In the history of education, many schools and programs have
been nongraded; graded operations have been the norm only during the
twentieth century.

The one room schoolhouse, the university, and

tutorial forms of education have been nongraded, continuous progress
forms of instruction.

Goodlad and Anderson (1963) pointed out that

the first graded school operation in this country, the Quincy Grammar
School, was started in 1848 as a copy of the "efficient" Prussian
schools of that era.

With the onset of mass education, graded school

organization became the standard format because it allowed for easier
administration of large student bodies and easier standardization of
curriculum.
form.

The graded school, therefore, has been the "experimental"

The more vocal proponents of nongrading have insisted this

experiment has not been a success.
One cannot be at all sure, however, that the advocates of nongradedness have been correct.

Although they have documented many of the
8

inadequacies of the graded classroom, it is quite another thing to
demonstrate that nongraded, continuous progress organization eliminates
these deficiencies.

The claims which have been made have been im

pressive, perhaps even extravagant.

Evaluative results, however, have

failed to demonstrate either the truth or the falsity of these claims.
These evaluations were lacking for two reasons.
place, there have been far too few of them.

In the first

Secondly, most of the

evaluations have been inadequate in scope, experimental design, and
statistical procedures.

Perhaps for these reasons the professional

literature concerning continuous progress, nongraded evaluation has
been inconclusive and confusing.

As will be discussed later, evaluators

who observed the process of education and the classroom atmosphere of
such programs agreed that the individualized approach appeared to be
much better with regard to most of their observational criteria.
Evaluators who gathered achievement data on the other hand lacked such
consensus.

An empirical evaluation has been shown to indicate that con

tinuous progress students do better, or that graded students do better,
or that there is no difference.

Unfortunately, all three of these

alternatives have been found in about equal proportions.

It therefore

can be stated that continuous progress schools appear to be producing
happier, more independent, and better informed students; that this is
the case is difficult to demonstrate empirically.
The deficiencies of graded schooling have been well documented
by Goodlad and his associates, among others.

Generally these deficien

cies may be stated as follows: first, the practice of equating
chronological ages with stages of learning readiness has not worked.
Second, yearly sequences of curriculum material for all students have
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not allowed individual students to receive instruction in scholastic
skills at the time when they were most ready and able to learn these
skills.

Finally, the use of graded structures has introduced the con

cept of failure, which has had no rightful place in the process of
education.
The first deficiency centered upon the practice of placing
children in grades according to age.

This implied that most children

of any given age were similar in terms of ability and prior achievement
level--indeed, the curriculum demanded by a graded organization has
required this similarity.

However, IQ and achievement test data

gathered by Goodlad and Anderson (1963) and Goodlad (1963) demonstrated
the following: children entering the first grade differed in mental age
by approximately four full years and shortly thereafter their achieve
ment range began to approximate this spread of abilities.

As these

children progressed through the grades, the ability and achievement
ranges became wider and wider.

There was a four-year spread in overall

achievement in the fourth grade, a five-year spread in the fifth grade,
a six-year spread in the sixth grade.

The range in specific achievement

skills, rather than overall achievement, was even greater and spread
more rapidly.

Only 15 percent of fourth graders were at grade level at

midyear; the others were either achieving at less than 4.0 or more than
4.9.

Tracking, or ability grouping, was not a solution, for the

greatest variations were found in the upper and lower portions of the
distribution.
A second deficiency concerned the year-by-year progression
through the curriculum.

Piaget's work on development and maturation

(Flavell, 1963) demonstrated that intellectual growth seemed to follow
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a course of sequential stages.

The student could only interact with a

learning environment at his present stage of development.

If new ideas

or concepts were presented to him when he was not at the proper se
quential stage, he would have great difficulty understanding them.
Although these stages followed in an orderly sequence, movement from
one stage to the next was not highly correlated with age.
Another complication was added by Goodlad's (1963) finding
that individual children's achievement patterns markedly differed from
one subject area to another; i.e. any one child could be at a higher
stage in one area than he was in others.

This meant that within any

given grade most of the students would differ in readiness to learn
different things and that very few would be ready to learn what the
teacher was presenting to the whole class.

Gradedness has been termed

a lock-step approach to education, in which all students must move to
gether in order for any of them to make rapid progress.
A third deficiency of graded education has been found in the
promotion-failure concept.

The graded approach assumed that all children

must move through their learning environment at a constant pace, as re
flected in the yearly promotion from one grade to the next.
however, always have had a tendency to grow in spurts.

Children,

At any given

point in time, some children have been undergoing rapid changes in
mental maturity, physical growth, and interest patterns, while others
were not changing at all.
Yearly promotion has been accompanied by yearly failures.
Glasser (1969) has estimated that approximately one-fourth of the
school children experience three-fourths of the failures.

This minority

of students was obviously not profiting from their school experiences,
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and the graded system had only one alternative for children who were
not keeping up: to retain them in the same grade for another year.
This experience was known as failure, and there was substantial evi
dence to prove that in the long run its results were entirely negative.
When promoted and nonpromoted students were equated in terms of learning
ability, the nonpromoted children did not catch up to their promoted
counterparts in school achievement, and they were found to be less
well adjusted personally and socially.

In addition, the nonpromoted

children began to actively dislike school and sought to discontinue
their schooling as soon as possible.
Proponents of continuous progress have claimed that their
approach more than corrects the above-mentioned deficiencies.

The

claimed advantages of continuous progress over grading have been sum
marized by Tewksbury (1967).

Advantages were: (1) Each child is helped

to work at his own level of readiness.
as failures.

(2) Children are not designated

(3) Students develop a more favorable attitude toward

learning, school and teachers.
not penalized.

(4) Children who are slow starters are

(5) When a child has an extended absence, he would not

have to miss important work.

(6) Bright children, because they progress

at a rate comnesurate with their ability, may find school more of a
challenge.

(7) Children who progress more slowly are not failed.

Instead their work follows an orderly sequence which best fits their
personal pace of learning.

(8) Provision is made for differences in

an individual child's performance from one subject to the next as well
as one period to the next.

(9) Children may develop more self reliance.

(10) Since children are not competing against a uniform standard (gradelevel expectancies) it is possible that less emphasis would be placed
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on comparing and more emphasis can be placed on progress.

(11) Since

none of the work in the skill subjects is reserved for a particular
time of the year, teachers should feel less compelled to push students
through grade-level, or hold children back to keep the student from
encroaching upon material reserved for the next teacher.
In addition to these general advantages, Dipasquale (1964) has
contended that continuous progress can save money in the long run,
since there will be so many fewer students who are repeating work which
they have already tried to cover once.

He estimated the number of

repeaters at over one million for the 1963-64 school year.

An NEA

research memo (1965) reported a survey which found that the switch to
a continuous progress program may have the advantage of forcing school
systems to reappraise and update curricula which has been neglected for
many years.
The continuous progress movement has been gaining many adherents.
The extent of its growth had been shown in a series of surveys over the
period from 1960 to 1974.

These estimates of the proportion of con

tinuous progress programs ranged from 5 percent to 40 percent, depending
upon locale and size of school system.
(1963)

However, Goodlad and Anderson

felt that surveys of this type may produce over-estimates be

cause they include small sequences within larger graded structures.
McLoughlin (1967) reviewed the data from these surveys and concluded
that the best estimate of school systems which had continuous progress
programs at that time was 10 percent, but that the number of programs
was increasing rapidly.

Most of these schools have switched to the

continuous progress approach because of the claimed advantages and be
cause of increasing dissatisfaction with graded programs.

The need
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exists for further approaches, experimentation and evaluation.
Reports of how well continuous progress schools operate were
not difficult to find; they abound in the education journals.

However,

these were usually first-person accounts written by principals, teachers,
or consultants who had some experience with specific programs, and
therefore, the reporting tended to be selective.

It was more difficult

to find studies which incorporated controlled comparisons of preference
for graded and nongraded operations.

In an early study, Anderson and

Goodlad (1962) reported on a series of surveys which found that the
vast majority of educators who had worked with nongrading were enthu
siastic about it.

Most of the educators reported greater achievement

among pupils, a reduction of discipline problems, greater challenge for
gifted students, more enthusiasm on the part of slower students, and
more positive classroom atmospheres.

In a longitudinal study of one

school system which progressed from graded to continuous progress
organization in sequential steps over a period of years, Shearron's
(1967) observational procedures found that teachers and staff members
became more professional in their orientations and much more involved
in working to ensure that programs met objectives.
In an attempt to draw together the findings of the studies
which involved perceptions of how well continuous progress schools were
meeting their goals, McLoughlin (1967) came to different conclusions
for teachers' perceptions, parents' perceptions, and students' per
ceptions.

The studies tended to show that teachers from continuous

progress schools favored this type of organization and were supportive
of it.

Comparisons of teachers in both types of schools, however, did

not demonstrate significant differences in teachers' perceptions of the

15

adequacy of any one school.

Where small differences occurred, they

tended to favor the continuous progress schools.

Parents on the other

hand, who had some experience with continuous progress schools, ex
pressed strong approval of ideas and tended to be happier with the way
their children were progressing in these schools.

Finally, students

did not perceive themselves as learning any more in continuous progress
programs than they did in graded programs, but felt better about their
social relationships in school and their personal development than did
students in graded schools.
Although the observations and individual judgments about con
tinuous progress schools were positive, studies of the achievement and
adjustment of students did not favor either continuous progress or
graded schools.

In a study which obtained positive results, Hillson

(1964) gathered data on two groups of children through the first three
grades of schooling.

One group was assigned to continuous progress

classes, the other to graded classes.

At the end of three years, the

performance of the continuous progress group was significantly higher
than that of the graded group on standardized achievement tests.
On the other hand, Carbone (1961) tested matched pairs of
children who were in the fourth, fifth and sixth years of school.

Each

pair represented one child who attended a continuous progress school and
one who attended a graded school.

Graded students received higher test

scores in six areas of achievement and rated higher in social partici
pation; there was no difference between the groups on tests of emotional
stability and feelings of inadequacy.
Halliwell (1963) studied two large groups of pupils, one from
each type of school and found very few differences between the groups
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on any of the test scores.
The foregoing studies were illustrative of the range of
evaluation results obtained from early comparisons of graded and con
tinuous progress programs.

A critical analysis of all research on

the subject was undertaken by McLoughlin (1967).

This analysis

discovered:
(1)

Of fifteen systematic studies of reading
achievement, seven found no significant
differences in the general reading per
formance of children from graded and
continuous progress classes, six found
slight advantages in favor of the contin
uous progress classes, and two found
advantages in favor of graded classes.

(2)

Five studies of arithmetic achievement
found that graded children do better
(slightly), three studies found that con
tinuous progress children do better, and
two studies found no difference.

(3)

Among eight studies of student adjustment,
no differences in the adjustment of graded
and continuous progress students were found
in six studies, while the other two showed
conflicting results.

(4)

When differences in age, years in school, and
students' abilities are taken into account,
this same pattern on results was found.

McLoughlin concluded that in the majority of cases the differ
ences in attainment of children from graded and continuous progress
classes were negligible.

On the basis of objective test results and

tests of adjustment, continuous progress did not appear to make any
difference in the performance of children of any level, in any subject
area.
Edling (1971) summarized the data from seventeen schools
located throughout the United States using individualized learning
techniques that had standardized achievement test scores available.
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Some schools found that there were no differences in achievement either
with control schools or with their own previous program.

Many schools

reported favorable fihdings, but there were no reports of programs
resulting in less achievement in the continuous progress schools.
In a special report, Individualization in the Schools (1971),
the National School Public Relations Association cited examples of con
flicting results in achievement.

Parkside Elementary School, Murray,

Utah, reported gains from two to four years within a single school year,
based on standardized test results.
treated statistically.

The data, however, had not been

On the contrary, Duluth, Minnesota Public

Schools, using the Iowa Test of Basic Skills, found no greater gains
from individualized instruction than in its traditional classrooms.
The city's school superintendent explained that while test results
showed a standoff, the schools' overall objective in the whole program
was attitude change, and "we don't have the kinds of instruments for
an evaluation of that objective."

Wilson Elementary School, Janesville,

Wisconsin, administered standardized tests seven months apart.

It

reported "the results showed that all of the different levels grew a
year in comprehension."

In spelling, the pattern averaged 1.2 years for

one seven month period.
Teigland (1971) reported sex made more difference in performance
on test of comprehension, vocabulary and attitude than method of
teaching.

She stated the evidence, though not overwhelming, favored

pupils in individualized programs for performance on test of reading
comprehension and reading vocabulary.
Data provided by some experimentally developed programs of
individualized instruction yielded the following information:
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Programmed Learning Aids National (PLAN) improved the selfconcept of low socio-economic ethnically mixed elementary children as
measured by the Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory and compared with
the control group which had higher IQ and achievement levels.
1972).

(Powell,

The experimental group, as measured by the California Achieve

ment Test, scored higher than the control group in study skills, reading
vocabulary and comprehensions and arithmetic fundamentals.

From

September, 1967, to October, 1969, PLAN students in grades five through
seven when compared with non-PLAN students, showed greater achievement
in twenty-five of thirty-three comparisons.

When measured by the

Differential Aptitude Test ninth grade PLAN students exceeded the
control group in development of verbal ability.
the sense of responsibility required of them.

PLAN children enjoyed
Parents expressed approval

of the program and reported that their children were eager to attend
school.
Individually Prescribed Instruction (IPI) was criticized by
Silberman (1970) as a program having behavioral objectives which
measured only what could be measured and whose procedures for pre
scribing instruction were narrow in that they did not allow the student
to set his own goals and prescribe his own activities.

Nevertheless,

program results from a summary of findings report, Individualized In
struction in a Prototype School (1972), indicated its effectiveness
with disadvantaged, rural, special education, and minority children.
IPI children developed positive attitudes toward school and showed im
provement in social behavior.

They showed better achievement on IPI

tests than did non-IPI students and they achieved as well or better
than the control group on standardized tests.

The Syracuse City School
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District introduced individually prescribed instruction in grades K-6
in schools in which most of the students were from lower socio-economic
settings.

Results showed that children in the program for three years

had higher achievement scores in four of six areas (including math and
reading) than those in the program less than three years.

The

emotionally disturbed child adapted well to the program and student
activities.

Self-motivation and independence improved.

fewer disciplinary problems.

There were

The attitude of teachers was also

favorable.
Marcus’ (1971) study of the effects of nongrading, team
teaching, and individualized instruction (using learning centers) on
the achievement scores of disadvantaged children, compared the Califor
nia Achievement Test scores of fifth grade children in 1971 with those
of 1967 fifth grade pupils.

She reported the range of improvement

between the two groups varied from 1.17 in total reading to 1.80 in
language with similar positive improvements in vocabulary, comprehension
and spelling.
Comparing the results of two experiemental programs, Individually
Guided Instruction and Individually Guided Education, which included
nongraded, individualized instruction, and a traditionally organized
elementary program, Schneiderham (1973) found significant main effect
differences in each of the major areas tested; however, the findings
were not consistent and no general statement was made indicating a
superior treatment group.
Williams (1973), studying the effects of a continuous progress
program on middle school children, found no significant differences in
reading achievement between the experimental and control group.
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However, a significant difference at the .05 level existed in arith
metic achievement in favor of the experimental group.
In a classroom observation study of individualized practices
in reading with an experimental and control group, Berry (1974) found
more similarities than differences between the two groups.
Pieronek (1974) found in a study to determine the effectiveness
of individualized and basal reading programs on the development of
specific critical reading skills for fourth and fifth grade students
that the individualized reading group achieved better results on the
critical reading test of fact and opinion, and generalizations than
did the basal reading group.
In a longitudinal study by Cross (1974) to evaluate the effec
tiveness of an individualized instruction program, achievement test
results for the years 1969 through 1973 were evaluated.

The results

of the study revealed that achievement and intelligence test scores
did not differ significantly as a result of an individualized in
struction program instituted in 1969.
In the city schools of Detroit, Scott (1974) investigated the
comparative differences of three reading programs, individualized in
struction, basal instruction, and a combined approach which blended
qualities of the two former programs.

On the basis of achievement test

scores it was concluded that neither program tended to work better than
the other.
Stacy (1975) found in a study comparing growth in reading
achievement of experimental students who received individualized in
struction in a reading center and control students engaged in regular
instruction in the Vacaville Unified School District, Vacaville,
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California, that out of the first six grades there was a significant
difference in favor of the experimental group only in the third and
fourth grades.
Given that the graded approach to education has contained
inherent disadvantages which have been documented and given that the
continuous progress approach has appeared to surmount these disad
vantages and added a few advantages of its own, it should be consistently
found that the continuous progress approach has been superior in many
ways.

Observational, descriptive reports of continuous progress pro

grams have tended to confirm that this indeed is the case.

Objective

test data, however, have not been supportive; test results have
indicated that the type of school which a student attends does not
really make any difference.
This situation has been interpreted in three ways.
typical interpretation has been that test data are the most

The most
important

indicators of a school's adequacy and that uncontrolled observations
are unreliable.

Therefore, this interpretation would hold that since

the tests show no difference,

the choice of whichapproach to use should

be a matter of personal preference of each school district. An
alternate interpretation has been that standardized test comparisons
of graded and nongraded systems are inherently unfair, since the tests
were originally designed to provide information for graded systems and
nongraded programs have goals which are basically different from

those

of graded programs.

have

It could also be argued that observers must

had reasons for preferring the continuous progress approach which
reflected things which the tests were not designed to measure, such
as school atmosphere and children's enjoyment of learning.
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A third interpretation has been that there is some truth in
both of these positions, and that the actual status of continuous
progress falls somewhere between these extremes.

It is true that

these tests have been imperfect and limited in scope, but are factors
that should be taken into consideration.

It has also been shown that

those who have reported observations of continuous progress operations
might have been biased.
Two considerations should be kept in mind.

First, in none of

the above discussion was there any firm evidence that graded programs
were superior to continuous progress programs; when there was any edge
given, it was in favor of continuous progress.

Second, in none of these

studies was there any control over the manner in which the graded or
continuous progress school was operated.

Superiority of operation

undoubtedly took priority over the type of operation; a well run graded
school was likely to be superior to a poorly run continuous progress
school, and vice versa.

Gradedness or nongradedness has been only one

of the many factors which must be taken into account when making
decisions about the inadequacy of any given school or school system.

Chapter 3

EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN OF THE STUDY

METHOD OF SAMPLE SELECTION

Four parishes (county school districts) located throughout the
State of Louisiana provided schools for this study.

These were selected

by the Louisiana State Department of Education Title III Committee in
order to provide for several population variations afforded by the
state.
Within each parish a school was selected as the experimental
school by the local administrative and supervisory staff on the basis
of size (near 75 pupils per grade), lack of other

experimental

programs in the school, and willingness of the principal and staff to
cooperate in the program.

A school to provide comparison students was

also selected by the local staff as the best available comparison school
when the factors of size, economic level of students, ethnetic ratios
of students and school-community type were considered.
A design test of the program was made during the 1972-73 school
year.

During the summer of 1973, revisions were made by program

teachers selected from each site in preparation for the testing of
the program during the 1973-74 school year.
All students in the first three grades of
schools were considered as experimental students.

the four experimental
A random selection

made by drawing thirty numbers from a hat for each grade and selecting
the students whose name matched that number from an alphabetized grade
23
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list provided the control group from each grade of the four comparison
schools.
Using the official school record of the system, pertinent
data concerning the population were obtained from information sheets
filled out by teachers and supervisors assigned to the program.

DESIGN
In order to measure the language and reading skills of the
pupils, the California Test of Basic Skills (CTBS) was administered to
first-year pupils and the California Achievement Test Battery (CATB)
was administered to second and third-year pupils.

These instruments

were administered on a pretest-posttest basis to both project and com
parison pupils, with the pretest administered in September and the
posttest administered in the latter part of March.

Tests were scored

by the Evaluation Division of the Southwest Educational Development
Laboratory, Austin, Texas.

TREATMENT OF DATA
All data were compiled, coded, and transferred to IBM Code
Sheets by the researcher and punched on computer cards.

Least squares

analysis of covariance which took into account the disproportionality
of the number of students in various groups as well as the relationship
between posttest scores and pretest scores was utilized.

Table 1

contains the number of students successfully completing the pre-post
language and reading test by various categories under consideration
in this study.

Table 1

Composition of Groups Completing Pretest/Posttest by Program,
Sex, Race, Income, Residence, and Program by Effects

Effects

Sources
Variation

Grade 1
Language
Reading

Grade 2
Language
Reading

Grade 3
Language
Reading

Program

Experimental
Control

229
97

176
88

232
98

243
104

215
74

218
77

Sex

Male
Female

172
154

139
125

167
163

175
172

141
148

144
151

Race

Black
White

87
239

73
191

90
240

95
252

88
201

92
203

Income

High
Low

184
142

147
117

209
121

219
128

164
125

166
129

Residence

Rural
Urban

181
145

142
122

186
144

189
158

180
109

183
112

C
45
52

E
97
79

C
42
46

E
123
109

C
44
54

E
128
115

C
47
57

E
107
108

C
34
40

E
110
108

C
34
43

Program x
Sex

Male
Female

E
127
102

Program x
Race

Black
White

61
168

26
71

51
125

22
66

167
173

31
59

61
182

34
70

158
157

30
44

60
158

32
45

Program x
Income

High
Low

131
98

53
44

97
79

50
38

155
77

54
44

163
56

56
48

128
87

36
38

129
89

37
40

Program x
Residence

Rural
Urban

110
119

71
26

80
96

62
26

116
116

70
28

114
129

75
29

125
90

55
19

127
91

56
21

Chapter 4

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA

In this chapter, data pertaining to the comparison of achieve
ment of students in the experimental and control groups are presented.
Randomization was used to obtain a control group which was considered
statistically comparable to the experimental group.

However, since

pretest scores were considered to be related to posttest performance,
a pretest-posttest control design using the pretest scores as a co
variable was chosen.

Data shown in the six summary tables confirmed

that this assumed relationship was indeed significant at the .01 level.
Thus, the analysis of covariance was used to adjust the means of the
posttest scores for initial difference associated with the pretest
scores.

The least squares technique was used to adjust the means for

disproportionate numbers in the various categories (program, race,
sex, etc.).
Differences in the achievement score on language and reading
test, and various interactions were tested by grade to determine if
the differences could be attributed to chance.

The .05 and .01

probability levels were used to determine significant difference.
Each grade of the experimental and control groups was further
subgrouped in response to the questions posed in Chapter 1.

The sub

groups for each of the three grades for the language and reading test
were: sex (male, female), place of residence (rural, urban), family
income (high, low), and race (black, white).
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Data for the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills, Level B, Form S .
Language Battery
Table 2 contains the analysis of covariance computations for
the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills, Level B, Form S, Language
Battery administered to first year experimental and control students.
The effect of the program on the language achievement scores of the
experimental and control groups was examined first.

The data presented

in Table 2 show a significant difference (P ^ .05) between the scores
of students in the experimental and control groups.

The means, found

in Table 3, show students in the control group scored higher than those
in the experimental group by 1.71 units.

The mean of the control group

was 25.65 while the experimental group mean was 23.94 on the adjusted
posttest scores.
A further examination of Table 2 indicates a highly significant
difference (P <.01) in test scores when compared by sex.

There was,

however, no significant interaction when program by sex was examined
indicating that the effects of the program and sex are independent
of each other in the language area.

These results, found in Table 3,

show female students scored above male students in both the experimental
and control groups.
Family income was also a highly significant (P <.01) source
of variation.

Scores of students, found in Table 6, from families

with high incomes averaged 2.19 units above the scores of students
from families with low incomes on the adjusted posttest scores.

No

interaction resulted when program effects were included with family
income.
From Table 2 it can be determined that a significant
interaction (P ^.05) occurred when program by place of residence scores
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Table 2

Analysis of Variance of Posttest Scores of Students on
Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills, Level B, Form j3,
Language Battery, Using Pretest Scores as a Covariant

Sources
of
Variation

Degrees
of
Freedom

Mean
Squares

Program

F-ratio

5.23*

Sex

13.01**

Residence
Income

8.44**

Race

0.03

Program x Sex
Program x Residence

4.28*

Program x Income
Program x Race
CTBS PRETEST
(Covariable)
Error

*Significant at .05 level
**Significant at .01 level

1

3540.14

315

22.77

155.48**

29

Table 3
Least Squares Mean Posttest Scores of Students
Classified According to Program on
Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills, Level B, Form S ,
Language Battery. Using Pretest Scores as a Covariant

Program

Experimental
Control
Total Program

N

CTBS Posttest

229

23.94

97

25.65

326

24.53
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Table 2

Analysis of Variance of Posttest Scores of Students on
Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills, Level B, Form £5,
Language Battery. Using Pretest Scores as a Covariant

Sources
of
Variation

Degrees
of
Freedom

Mean
Squares

F-ratio

Program

1

119.18

5.23*

Sex

1

296.30

13.01**

Residence

1

6.54

Income

1

192.28

Race

1

0.77

0.03

Program x Sex

1

0.20

0.01

Program x Residence

1

97.41

4.28*

Program x Income

1

84.96

3.73

Program x Race

1

0.94

0.04

CTBS PRETEST
(Covariable)

1

3540.14

315

22.77

Error

^Significant at .05 level
**Significant at .01 level

0.29
8.44**

155.48**

...
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Table 3
Least Squares Mean Fosttest Scores of Students
Classified According to Program on
Comprehenaive Test of Basic Skills. Level B, Form S,
Language Battery. Using Pretest Scores as a Covariant

Program

Experimental
Control
Total Program

N

CTBS Posttest

229

23.94

97

25.65

326

24.53

30

Table 4

Least Squares Mean Posttest Scores of Students
Classified According to Program and Sex on
Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills. Level B, Form S_,
Language Battery. Using Pretest Scores as a Covariant

Sex

Program
Experimental

Total Sex
Control

Male

22.85

24.61

23.73

Female

25.04

26.69

25.86

Total Program

23.94

25.65

24.53
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Table 5

Least Squares Mean Posttest Scores of Students
Classified According to Program and Place of Residence on
Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills, Level B, Form S,
Language Battery. Using Pretest Scores as a Covariant

Place of Residence

Program

Experimental

Total Place
Control

of Residence

Rural

24.85

25.11

24.98

Urban

23.03

26.18

24.61

Total Program

23.94

25.65

--
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Table 6

Least Squares Mean Posttest Scores o£ Students
Classified According to Program and Family Income on
Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills, Level B, Form S,
Language Battery, Using Pretest Scores as a Covariant

Family Income

Program
Experimental

Control

Total
Family
Income

High

25.76

26.02

25.89

Low

22.12

25.27

23.70

Total Program

23.94

25.65

___
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Table 7

Least Squares Mean Posttest Scores of Students
Classified According to Program and Race on
Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills, Level B, Form S_,
Language Battery, Using Pretest Scores as a Covariant

Race

Program
Experimental

Total Race
Control

White

24.09

25.64

24.87

Black

23.79

25.65

24.72

Total Program

23.94

25.65

--

34

were considered.

Table 5 shows students classified as urban experi

mental had a mean score which was 1.82 units below the mean score of
students classified as rural experimental, while urban control student
scores were 1.07 units above rural control student scores.

The mean

scores for all rural students were .37 units above the mean score for
all urban students.

Data for the California Achievement Test. Level 1. Form A, Language
Battery
The analysis of covariance of posttest scores for second
year students in language is found in Table 8.

A highly significant

difference (P <.01) was found to exist between the mean scores of
students in the experimental group and the mean scores of students in
the control group.

Table 9 shows the mean scores for the experimental

group was 43.30 while the control group had a mean score of 48.69, a
difference of 5.39 units in favor of the control group.
A significant difference (P {.05) was also shown to exist when
student scores were compared by sex, but no interaction effect was
found when program by sex was compared.

The scores of female students

averaged higher than the scores of male students as shown in Table 10.
An interaction of significance (P<. .01) was shown to exist
when program by residence was considered.

Table 11 contains data which

shows rural experimental students scored an average of 3.01 units above
the urban experimental students, while rural control scores were 6.63
units below urban control scores.

Both rural and urban control groups

had a higher mean score than the experimental groups with the rural
control group having a .55 unit greater average while the urban control
group's average was 10.19 units greater.
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Table 8

Analysis of Variance of Posttest Scores of Students on
California Achievement Test. Level JL, Form A,
Language Battery, Using Pretest Scores as a Covariant

Sources
of
Variation

Degrees
of
Freedom

Mean
Squares

Program

1

1209.65

14.78**

Sex

1

450.23

5.50*

Residence

1

155.46

1.90

Income

1

203.07

2.48

Race

1

46.99

0.57

Program x Sex

1

0.62

0.01

Program x Residence

1

1072.89

Program x Income

1

15.32

0.19

Program x Race

1

3.03

0.04

CAT PRETEST
(Covariable)

1

23563.56

319

81.86

Error

★Significant at .05 level
★★Significant at .01 level

F-ratio

13.11**

287.86**
--
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Table 9

Least Squares Mean Posttest Scores of Students
Classified According to Program on
California Achievement Test, Level JL, Form A,
Language Battery. Using Pretest Scores as a Covariant

Program

Experimental
Control
Total Program

N

CAT Posttest

232

43.31

98

48.69

330

44.45
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Table 10

Least Squares Mean Posttest Scores of
Classified According to Program and
California Achievement Test, Level 1,
Language Battery, Using Pretest Scores as

Sex

Program
Experimental

Students
Sex on
Form A,
a Covariant

Total Sex
Control

Male

41.94

47.41

44.68

Female

44.69

49.96

47.33

Total Program

43.31

48.69

___
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Table 11

Least Squares Mean Posttest Scores of Students
Classified According to Program and Place of Residence on
California Achievement Test, Level 1* Form A,
Language Battery, Using Pretest Scores as a Covariant

Place of Residence

Program

Total Place

Experimental

Control

of Residence

Rural

44.82

45.37

45.10

Urban

41.81

52.00

46.90

Total Program

43.31

48.69

—
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Table 12

Least Squares Mean Posttest Scores of Students
Classified According to Program and Family Income on
California Achievement Test. Level 1, Form A,
Language Battery. Using Pretest Scores as a Covariant

Family Income

Program
Experimental

Control

Total
Family
Income

High

42.48

47.24

44.86

Low

44.15

50.14

47.14

Total Program

43.31

48.69

—
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Table 13

Least Squares Mean Posttest Scores of Students
Classified According to Program and Race on
California Achievement Test, Level 1, Form A„
Language Battery, Using Pretest Scores as a Covariant

Race

Total Race

Program
Experimental

Control

White

43.75

49.41

46.58

Black

42.88

47.97

45.43

Total Program

43.31

48.69

...
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Data for the California Achievement Test, Level 2, Form A, Language
Battery
The analysis of covariance of achievement test scores of third
year students on the language sections of the California Achievement
Test is found in Table 14.

A highly significant difference (P ^ .01)

occurred when the source of variation in the posttest mean scores was
the experimental and control groups.

Table 15 shows the experimental

group had a posttest mean score of 36.34 units and the control group
had a posttest mean score of 45.63 units.
Another highly significant difference (P<.01) was found when
the source of variation was the place of residence of students.

Those

students classified as urban were found (Table 17) to have a mean score
of 47.11 units which was 12.24 units above the average score of students
classified as rural.
An interaction of high significance (P ^ .01) was found when
program by place of residence scores was considered.

Rural control

students had a mean score of 1.03 units above the mean score of the
rural experimental group while the urban control students had a mean
score 17.54 units above the mean score of the urban experimental group.

Data for the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills. Level B. Form S .
Reading Battery
The analysis of covariance of the scores of first year stu
dents in reading on the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills is found
in Table 20.

Program effects are shown to be highly significant (P<.01).

Table 21 shows the mean score of the experimental group as 55.09 units
compared to the mean score of the control group of 65.57 units.
Sex as the source of variation resulted in a highly signifi
cant difference (P ^.01) in student scores.

The mean score of female
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Table 14

Analysis of Variance of Posttest Scores of Students on
California Achievement Test. Level 2, Form A,
Language Battery. Using Pretest Scores as a Covariant

Sources
of
Variation

Degrees
of
Freedom

Mean
Squares

Program

1

3284.19

Sex

1

12.38

Residence

1

5624.86

Income

1

71.30

0.55

Race

1

159.87

1.22

Program x Sex

1

266.88

2.04

Program x Residence

1

2566.54

Program x Income

1

6.67

i*-

Program x Race

1

75.89

0.58

CAT PRETEST
(Covariable)

1

29304.06

278

130.65

Error

*Signlfleant at .05 level
**Signifleant at .01 level

F-ratio

25.14**
0.09
43.05**

19.64**

224.29**

......
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Table 15

Least Squares Mean Posttest Scores of Students
Classified According to Program on
California Achievement Test, Level 2, Form A,
Language Battery, Using Pretest Scores as a Covariant

Program

Experimental
Control
Total Program

N

CAT Posttest

215

36.34

74

45.63

289

37.53
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Table 16

Least Squares Mean Fosttest Scores of Students
Classified According to Program and Sex on
California Achievement Test. Level 2, Form A,
Language Battery. Using Pretest Scores as a Covariant

Sex

Total Sex

Program
Experimental

Control

Male

34.95

46.52

40.74

Female

37.74

44.74

41.24

Total Program

36.34

45.63

—
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Table 17

Least Squares Mean Posttest Scores of Students
Classified According to Program and Place of Residence on
California Achievement Test, Level 2, Form A,
Language Battery. Using Pretest Scores as a Covariant

Place of Residence

Total Place

Program

Experimental

Control

of Residence

Rural

34.35

35.38

34.87

Urban

38.34

55.88

47.11

Total Program

36.34

45.63

46

Table 18

Least Squares Mean Posttest Scores of Students
Classified According to Program and Family Income on
California Achievement Test. Level 2, Form A,
Language Battery. Using Pretest Scores as a Covariant

Family Income

Program
Experimental

Control

Total
Family
Income

High

37.29

46.15

41.72

Low

35.40

45.11

40.26

Total Program

36.34

45.63

• —
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Table 19

Least Squares Mean Posttest Scores of Students
Classified According to Program and Race on
California Achievement Test, Level 2 t Form A,
Language Battery, Using Pretest Scores as a Covariant

Race

Total Race

Program
Experimental

Control

White

36.69

47.50

42.10

Black

36.00

43.76

39.88

Total Program

36.34

45.63

......
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Table 20

Analysis of Variance of Fosttest Scores of Students on
Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills. Level B, Form S,
Reading Battery. Using Pretest Scores as a Covariant

Sources
of
Variation

Degrees
of
Freedom

Mean
Squares

F-ratio

Program

2974.20

20.99**

Sex

2032.13

10.73**

Residence

2685.58

14.18**

Income

2592.40

13.69**

Race
Program x Sex

72.48

0.38

2.84

0.01

Program x Residence

2642.14

13.95**

Program x Income

1052.30

5.56*

Program x Race

20.96

CTBS PRETEST
(Covariable)
Error

^Significant at .05 level
'^Significant at .01 level

7182.97
253

189.34

0.11

37.94**
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Table 21

Least Squares Mean Posttest Scores of Students
Classified According to Program on
Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills. Level B, Form S,
Reading Battery, Using Pretest Scores as a Covariant

Program

Experimental
Control
Total Program

N

CTBS Posttest

176

55.09

88

65.57

264

58.27
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Table 22

Least Squares Mean Fosttest Scores of Students
Classified According to Program and Sex on
Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills, Level B, Form S,
Reading Battery, Using Pretest Scores as a Covariant

Sex

Total Sex

Program
Experimental

Control

Male

51.97

62.68

57.33

Female

58.21

68.47

63.34

Total Program

55.09

65.57
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Table 23

Least Squares Mean Posttest Scores of Students
Classified According to Program and Place of Residence on
Comprehenslve Test of Basic Skills, Level B, Form S.,
Reading Battery. Using Pretest Scores as a Covariant

Place of Residence

Program

Experimental

Total Place
Control

of Residence

Rural

54.89

57.28

56.07

Urban

55.30

73.89

64.59

Total Program

55.09

65.57
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Table 24

Least Squares Mean Posttest Scores of Students
Classified According to Program and Family Income on
Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills. Level B, Form S.
Reading Battery. Using Pretest Scores as a Covariant

Family Income

Program
Experimental

Total
Family
Control

High

62.36

67.23

64.80

Low

47.82

63.91

55.87

Total Program

55.09

65.57
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Table 25

Least Squares Mean Posttest Scores of Students
Classified According to Program and Race on
Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills. Level B, Form S.,
Reading Battery. Using Pretest Scores as a Covariant

Race

Total Race

Program
Experimental

Control

White

56.30

65.94

61.12

Black

53.89

65.21

59.55

Total Program

55.09

65.57
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students (Table 22) was 6.01 units above the mean score of male
students.

However, no interaction effect was found when program by

sex was considered.
Place of residence of students as a source of variation also
produced a highly significant difference (P<.01).

The mean score of

students classified as urban was 8.52 units above the mean score of
students classified as rural (Table 23).

A highly significant inter

action (P<.01) occurred when place of residence by program was
considered.

Rural control students had a mean score of 2.39 units

above the mean score of rural experimental students, while urban con
trol students had a mean score of 18.59 units above the mean score of
urban experimental students.
Family income of students as a source of variation resulted
in a highly significant difference (F <.01) in the mean scores of
students.

Students from families with high income had a mean score of

64.80 units compared to 55.87 as the mean for students from families
reporting low income (Table 24).

A highly significant interaction

(P<.01) also occurred when family income by program was considered.
The mean score for students in the control group from high income
families was 4.87 units above the mean score of students from the ex
perimental group from high income families.

The mean score for students

from families with low income in the control group was 16.09 units above
the mean score of students from families with low income in the
experimental group.

Data for the California Achievement Test, Level 1, Form A, Reading
Battery
Table 26 contains the analysis of covariance computations

I
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Table 26
Analysis of Variance of Fosttest Scores of Students on
California Achievement Test. Level jL, Form A,
Reading Battery. Using Pretest Scores as a Covariant

Sources
of
Variation

Degrees
of
Freedom

Program

Mean
Squares

F-ratio

77.78

0.47

Sex

1

251.20

1.51

Residence

1

702.21

4.22*

Income

1

93.73

Race

1

691.27

Program x Sex

1

59.29

0.36

Program x Residence

1

40.22

0.24

Program x Income

1

896.17

5.38*

Program x Race

1

245.60

1.48

CAT PRETEST
(Covariable)

1

38092.78

346

166.42

Error

^Significant at .05 level
**Signifleant at .01 level

0.56
4.15*

228.89**
_
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Table 27

Least Squares Mean Posttest Scores of
Classified According to Program
California Achievement Test, Level JL,
Reading Battery, Using Pretest Scores as

Program

Students
on
Form A,
a Covariant

N

CAT Posttest

Experimental

243

92.31

Control

104

93.60

Total Program

347

92.86
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Table 28

Least Squares Mean Posttest Scores of
Classified According to Program and
California Achievement Test, Level 1,
Reading Battery, Using Pretest Scores as

Sex

Total Sex

Program
Experimental

Students
Sex on
Form A,
a Covariant

Control

Male

90.88

93.10

91.99

Female

93.75

94.11

93.93

Total Program

92.31

93.60
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Table 29

Least Squares Mean Posttest Scores of Students
Classified According to Program and Place of Residence on
California Achievement Test. Level .1, Form A»
Reading Battery. Using Pretest Scores as a Covariant

Place of Residence

Program

Experimental

Total Place
Control

of Residence

Rural

93.72

95.90

94.81

Urban

90.90

91.31

91.11

Total Program

92.31

93.60
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Table 30

Least Squares Mean Posttest Scores of Students
Classified According to Program and Family Income on
California Achievement Test, Level 1, Form A,
Reading Battery. Using Pretest Scores as a Covariant

Family Income

Program
Experimental

Control

Total
Family
Income

High

93.85

90.55

92.20

Low

90.77

96.66

93.72

Total Program

92.31

93.60
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Table 31

Least Squares Mean Posttest Scores of Students
Classified According to Program and Race on
California Achievement Test. Level 3., Form A,
Reading Battery. Using Pretest Scores as a Covariant

Program

Race

Experimental

Total Race
Control

White

93.19

96.98

95.09

Black

91.43

90.23

90.83

Total Program

92.31

93.60
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of scores of second year students in reading on the California
Achievement Test.
Place of residence was a significant factor ( P < .05) when the
scores of all students were considered.

Rural students scored an

average of 3.70 units above students considered urban.

No interaction

was found when place of residence by program was examined.
Race was a significant factor (P< .05) in reading for the
second year students.

White students scores (Table 31) averaged 4.26

units sbove the scores of black students.

No significant interaction

was found when race by program was considered.
An interaction occurred when program by income was considered.
Students from families with high income (Table 30) in the experimental
group had a mean score of 3.11 units above the students from families
with low incomes.

In the control group, students from families with

high incomes had a mean score 6.11 units below those students from
families with low incomes.

Data for the California Achievement Test. Level 2. Form A. Reading
Battery
The analysis of covariance of the scores of third grade stu
dents in reading is found in Table 32.
Place of residence and family income were found to be highly
significant (P< .01) sources of variation when the total group was
considered.

Students classified as urban scored an average of 5.36

units above students considered rural.

Students from high income

families averaged 5.48 units above students from families with low
incomes.
No interaction was found when program effects were considered
with each of these sources of variation.
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Table 32

Analysis of Variance of Posttest Scores of Students on
California Achievement Test, Level 2, Form A,
Reading Battery. Using Pretest Scores as a Covariant

Sources
of
Variation

Degrees
of
Freedom

Mean
Squares

F-ratio

Program

1

389.22

3.04

Sex

1

8.56

0.07

Residence

1

1451.78

11.33**

Income

1

1291.94

10.00**

Race

1

423.34

3.30

Program x Sex

1

401.20

3.13

Program x Residence

1

0.10

0.00

Program x Income

1

191.50

1.49

Program x Race

1

7.55

0.06

CAT PRETEST
(Covariable)

1

40547.22

359

128.13

Error

*Signifleant at .05 level
★★Significant at .01 level

316.45**
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Table 33

Least Squares Mean Posttest Scores of
Classified According to Program
California Achievement Test. Level 2,
Reading Battery. Using Pretest Scores as

Program

Experimental
Control
Total Program

Students
on
Form A,
a Covariant

N

CAT Posttest

218

57.15

77

59.89

295

58.16
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Table 34

Least Squares Mean Posttest Scores of
Classified According to Program and
California Achievement Test. Level 2,
Reading Battery. Using Pretest Scores as

Sex

Program
Experimental

Students
Sex on
Form A,
a Covariant

Total Sex
Control

Male

56.17

61.21

58.69

Female

58.13

58.57

58.35

Total Program

57.15

59.89
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Table 35

Least Squares Mean Fosttest Scores of Students
Classified According to Program and Place of Residence on
California Achievement Test, Level 2 t Form A,
Reading Battery. Using Pretest Scores as a Covariant

Place of Residence

Program

Experimental

Total Place
Control

of Residence

Rural

54.49

57.18

55.84

Urban

59.81

62.59

61.20

Total Program

57.15

59.89
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Table 36

Least Squares Mean Posttest Scores of Students
Classified According to Program and Family Income on
California Achievement Test. Level 2, Form A,
Reading Battery, Using Pretest Scores as a Covariant

Family Income

Program
Experimental

Control

Total
Family
Income

High

60.88

61.64

61.26

Low

53.43

58.13

55.78

Total Program

57.15

59.89

—
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Table 37

Least Squares Mean Posttest Scores of Students
Classified According to Program and Race on
California Achievement Test, Level 2 f Form A,
Reading Battery. Using Pretest Scores as a Covariant

Race

Total Race

Program
Experimental

Control

White

58.84

61.18

60.01

Black

55.46

58.60

57.03

Total Program

57.15

59.89

—

Chapter 5

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The results of the analysis of student scores on the Compre
hensive Test of Basic Skills and the California Achievement Test with
pretest scores used as a covariant generally tended to favor the
control group.

A summary of significant differences and interactions

is found in Table 38.
1.

The mean scores of the control group on the language and

reading batteries were greater for each grade with differences
significant at the .01 level for reading, grade one; language, grade
two; and language, grade three.

The difference for language, grade

one, was significant at the .05 level.
2.

Scores for reading and language in all grades indicate

that the experimental program was independent of sex and race.
3.

Reading scores for students in the experimental program

from grades one and two were higher from families which reported high
incomes.
4.

In each grade, the mean scores for the language batteries

for rural students were approximately equal for both experimental and
control students.

Scores of urban control students were consistently

higher than the scores of urban experimental and rural students.
From a consideration of the data presented within the limita
tions of this study, the following conclusions appear to be warranted:
Overall, a traditional oriented classroom program in language
68
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arts appeared to be more beneficial in terms of achievement test scores
on recognized standardized instruments than the individualized program.
This benefit was consistent regardless of race or sex.
For the reading batteries, the students from families with
high income in both the experimental and control groups tended to
score the same.

Both groups scored above the mean, and since the

overall control group scores were higher than the scores of the experi
mental group, this indicated that the individualized program was least
effective for students from families with low income.
For the language batteries, again with the control group scoring
above the experimental group, students in the experimental and control
groups from rural schools and the experimental students in the urban
areas tended to score the same.

The consistent high scores for students

in the traditional program in the urban schools indicated the benefit
in terms of scores was greater for this group.
While the study focused on standardized achievement test scores,
this researcher realized that they were but one measure of a student's
attainments of educational objectives.

A study should be made to

determine the effects other than cognitive of the programs on student
populations.

A longitudinal study should be made with the same popu

lation to determine if the effects of the programs as found in this
study are long term or transitory.

A similar study should be imple

mented in an area where continuous progress programs are of long
standing to determine whether the experience of teachers would alter
the results found in this study.

Table 38

Summary of Significant Differences and Interactions
for Language and Reading Scores by Program, Sex,
Race, Income, Residence and Program by Effects

Effects

Program

Sex

Race

Sources of
Variation

Grade 1
Language
Reading

Grade 2
Language
Reading

Experimental
Control

*

**

**

Male
Female

**

**

*

Black
White

Income

High
Low

Residence

Rural
Urban

Interaction

Program x Sex

Interaction

Program x Race

Interaction

Program x Income

Interaction

Program x
Residence

Covariant
^Significant at the .05 level

Grade 3
Language
Reading

Me

*
**

Ms

Me

*
**

Me

*

**

*

*

**

**

**

**

**

Me
Ms

**Significant at the .01 level

■l-t-

Me
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